




















　日本の総体的な国際競争力は残念ながら低下を続けている。スイスの The International Institute
for Management Development 発表の The World Competitiveness Report1に依れば日本の国際競争力は
1996年には世界の第４位であったが、1997年には17位、以後20位（'98）、24位（'99）、24位
（'00），26位（'01）と低迷し、先進諸国の中にあって低位にある（表１)。競争力の算出は、























表１　THE WORLD COMPETITIVENESS SCOREBOARD
Ranking as of April 2001
RankingsCountry
2001 2000 1999 1998 1997
Usa  1  1  1  1  1
Singapore  2  2  2  2  2
Finland  3  4  5  6  7
Luxembourg  4  6  3  3  8
Netherlands  5  3  4  4  4
Hong Kong  6 12  6  5  3
Ireland  7  5  8  7 10
Sweden  8 14 14 16 19
Canada  9  8 10  8  6
Switzerland 10  7  7  9 12
Australia 11 10 11 12 15
Germany 12 11 12 15 16
Iceland 13  9 13 18 21
Austria 14 15 18 24 20
Denmark 15 13  9 10 13
Israel 16 21 22 25 25
Belgium 17 19 21 23 23
Taiwan 18 20 15 14 18
U.K. 19 16 19 13  9
Norway 20 17 16 11  5
New Zealand 21 18 17 17 11
Estonia 22 - - - -
Spain 23 23 20 26 26
Chile 24 25 25 27 24
France 25 22 23 22 22
Japan 26 24 24 20 17
Hungary 27 26 26 28 37
Korea 28 28 41 36 30
Malaysia 29 27 28 19 14
Greece 30 34 32 33 36
Brazil 31 31 34 35 34
Italy 32 32 30 31 39
China 33 30 29 21 27
Portugal 34 29 27 29 32
Czech Rep. 35 40 37 37 33
Mexico 36 33 35 34 40
Slovak Rep. 37 - - - -
Thailand 38 35 36 41 31
Slovenia 39 36 39 - -
Philippines 40 37 31 32 29
India 41 39 42 38 41
South Africa 42 43 43 42 42
Argentina 43 41 33 30 28
Turkey 44 42 38 39 35
Russia 45 47 46 43 46
Colombia 46 45 45 45 45
Poland 47 38 40 44 43
Venezuela 48 46 44 46 44
Indonesia 49 44 47 40 38
（出所）http://www. imd.ch/wch/ranking/pastresults.html
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表２　2001 Corruption Perceptions Index
rank Country surveys used devlation range
 1Finland 9.9  7 0.6 9.2-10.6
 2Denmark 9.5  7 0.7 8.8-10.6
 3New Zealand 9.4  7 0.6 8.6-10.2
 4 Iceland 9.2  6 1.1 7.4-10.1
Singapore 9.2 12 0.5 8.5-9.9
 6Sweden 9.0  8 0.5 8.2-9.7
 7Canada 8.9  8 0.5 8.2-9.7
 8Netherlands 8.8  7 0.3 8.4-9.2
 9Luxenbourg 8.7  6 0.5 8.1-9.5
10Norway 8.6  7 0.8 7.4-9.6
11Australia 8.5  9 0.9 6.8-9.4
12Switzerland 8.4  7 0.5 7.4-9.2
13Untted Kingdom 8.3  9 0.5 7.4-8.8
14Hong kong 7.9 11 0.5 7.2-8.7
15Austria 7.8  7 0.5 7.2-8.7
16 Israel 7.6  8 0.3 7.3-8.1
United States 7.6 11 0.7 6.1-9.0
18Chile 7.5  9 0.6 6.5-8.5
Ireland 7.5  7 0.3 6.8-7.9
20Germany 7.4  8 0.8 5.8-8.6
21 Japan 7.1 11 0.9 5.6-8.4
22Spain 7.0  8 0.7 5.8-8.1
23France 6.7  8 0.8 5.6-7.8
24Belgium 6.6  7 0.7 5.7-7.6
25Portugal 6.3  8 0.8 5.3-7.4
26Botswana 6.0  3 0.5 5.6-6.6
27Taiwan 5.9 11 1.0 4.6-7.3
28Estonia 5.6  5 0.3 5.0-6.0
29 Italy 5.5  9 1.0 4.0-6.9
30Namibia 5.4  3 1.4 3.8-6.7
31Hungary 5.3 10 0.8 4.0-6.2
Trinidad & Tobago 5.3  3 1.5 3.8-6.9
Tunisia 5.3  3 1.3 3.8-6.5
34Slovenia 5.2  7 1.0 4.1-7.1
35Uruguay 5.1  4 0.7 4.4-5.8
36Malaysia 5.0 11 0.7 3.8-5.9
37 Jordan 4.9  4 0.8 3.8-5.7
38Lithuania 4.8  5 1.5 3.8-7.5
South Africa 4.8 10 0.7 3.8-5.6































れた The Research and Experimentation Tax Credit をはじめ、 Internet Tax Freedom Act 、






　1987年７月12日の New York Review of Booksにノーベル経済学賞受賞の経済学者 Robert Solow博
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図１　Potential output is estimated to be growing faster in the United States than in the
　　　euro area and Japan, with the gap widening in the last few years.
OECD Estimates of Growth in Potential Output
Note: The euro area includes Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Portugal, and Spain.
Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.
　Brooking Institutionの Jack E. Triplett博士が“The Solow productivity paradox: what do computers do
to productivity？”を Canadian Journal of Economics、4に掲載している。非常に明快に論点を整理し
ている。主要な論点は以下の如くである。
(1)You don't see computers“everywhere,”in a meaningful economic sense. Computers and information
processing equipment are relatively small share of GDP and of the capital stock.
(2)You only think you see computers everywhere. Government hedonic price indexes for computers fall
“too fast,”according to this position, and therefore measured real computer output growth is also
“too fast,”
(3)You may not see computers everywhere, but in the industrial sectors where you most see them, output
is poorly measured. Examples are finance and insurance, which are heavy users of information
technology and where even the concept of output is poorly specified.
(4)Whether or not you see computers everywhere, some of what they do is not counted in economic
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statistics. Examples are consumption on the job, convenience, better user-interface, and so forth.
(5)You don't see computers in the productivity statistics yet, but wait a bit and you will. This is the
analogy with the diffusion of electricity; the idea that the productivity implications of a new
technology are only visible with a long lag.
(6)You see computers everywhere but in the productivity statistics because computers are not as
productive as you think. Here, there are many anecdotes, such as failed computer system design
projects, but there are also assertions from computer science that computer and software design has
taken a wrong turn.
(7)There is no paradox: some economists are counting innovations and new products on an arithmetic
scale when they should count on a logarithmic scale.
　上記(3)に関して Zvi Griliches を引用して明快に述べている。5即ち、“Why has this（computer
investment）not translated itself into visible productivity gains？ The major answer to this puzzle is very
simple: over three-quarters of this investment has gone into our“unmeasurable”sectors and thus its





　ＩＴ化による生産性上昇の加速が検証できるか？に関して、2001年の Economic Report of the











































図２　The rate of productivity growth increased after 1995.
Output per Hour in the Nonfarm Business Sector
Note: Productivity is the average of income-and product-side measures. Productivity for 2000 is inferred
from the first three quarters. Shading indicates recessions.
Sources: Department of Commerce (Bureau of Economic Analysis) and Department of Labor (Bureau of
Labor Statistics).
図３　Computer Prices and Investment in Information Technology by Major Industries
Note: Information technology comprises and peripheral equipment, software, and communications equipment.
Sources: Department of Commerce (Bureau of Economic Analysis) and Department of Labor (Bureau of Labor
Statistics).
Sharp decreases in computer prices have encouraged economy-wide investment in
information technology.
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図４　As prices fell over the 1990s. real investment in computers and peripheral equipment
　　　increased dramatically.
Prices and Real Investment in Computers and Peripheral Equipment
Real Investment (billions of chained 1996 dollars)
Note: The values for 2000 are averages of the first three quarters.
Source: Department of Commerce (Bureau of Economic Analysis).
図５　As investment in computers soared after 1995, investment in software nearly tripled
　　　desplite little reduction in prices.
Prices and Real Investment in Software
Real Investment (billions of chained 1996 dollars)
Note: the values for 2000 are averages of the first three quarters.
Source: Department of Commerce (Bureau of Economic Analysis).
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３．新規株式公開について



























図６　First-day returns for initial public offerings soared in 1999-2000.
First-Day Returns for Initial Public Offerings
Note: The first-day return is the percent by which the first-day closing price exceeds the ofier price. The value for
2000 is based on date through November 30.
Sources: Jay Ritter, University of Florida, based on Securtties Data Corporation data, and J.P. Morgan.
図７　The value of funds raised in initial public offerings has risen, and the number of offerings
　　　has been high.
Number and Gross Proceeds of Initial Public Offerings
Note: The values for 2000 are based on data through November 30.






















　2001年 2月18日に東芝がパソコン用の主要半導体である DRAM 事業から撤退すると発表した。
存続を託したドイツの Infineon との事業統合交渉は条件が折り合わず、関連会社の Dominion
Semiconductor（在Manassas, Virginia）の DRAM 生産工場を2002年１月末にMicronに売却すること
になった。Micron と Hynix は現在提携交渉を進めている。世界の DRAM 市場は Micron と
Samsung の寡占状態になる。2000年の DRAM 市場のシェア－は、Samsung（22.9％)、Micron
（20.4％)、Hynix（18.9％)、Infineon（9.4％)、NEC（6.4％)、Toshiba（6.3％)、Hitachi（3.7％)、
Mitsubishi（2.7％)、Others（9.3％）であった。ＩＴ不況が長期化の様相を示しているが、128メ

























体メーカーは主力64キロ・ビット DRAM と256キロ・ビット DRAM を、米国市場に原価割れで売
り込んだ。半導体生産におけるラーニング・カーブによる生産コスト削減の特性によるものとされ
たが、実態は1984年度の設備投資過剰の償却負担を軽減するための生産増加と販売促進であった。





































（magnetic random access memory）の開発が進んで、2004年までに商用化されることを報告してい
る。9米国においては1993年 National Cooperative Research and Production Act によって、technology
allianceが進展し1998年までに通信､電子､輸送機器産業の741の research joint ventureが登録された｡
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図８　Supply Chain management has reduced inventories.
Inventory-to-Sales Ratio in Manufacturing and Trade
Source: Department of Commerce (Bureau of the Census).
図９　The United States leads the industrial countries in several measures of information
　　　technology use.
Indicators of the Pervasiveness of Information Technology








活動はその様な状態を前提として制度が作られ運用されている。G. Akerlofの market for lemonsは
情報の非対称の研究をより精緻なものとした。中古車市場に限らず、労働市場、金融市場、医療市
場 (診療活動の場)、保険市場など我々の周囲の全ての市場は、情報の非対称を前提として構成さ
れている。しかし、ＩＴ革命により若干の新展開が期待される。Supply Chain Management は多く
の企業で採用されている。Suppliers-Manufacturers-Warehouses and Distribution Centers-Customers の
chain が完結するためには、夫々の段階で完全な情報が不可欠である。情報を最大限取り入れるこ
とによってはじめて運営が可能となる。(図８）しかし、イノヴェーションは J. A. Schumpeterに拠
れば、(1)the introduction of a new and significantly different product、(2)the introduction of a new
method of production、(3)the opening of a new market、(4)the conquest of a new source of raw materials









 1The International Institute for Management Development, The World Competitiveness Yearbook, 2001.
http://www.imd.ch.
 2Transparency International, 2001 Corruption Perception Index．
 3http://www.kantei.go.jp/jp/it/network/dail
 4Jack E. Triplett,“The Solow productivity paradox: what do computers do to productivity？”
Canadian Journal of Economics, Vol.32, No.2, pp. 309~334, April, 1999.






 9The Annual Report of the Council of Economic Advisers,  U.S.A., January 2001, p.117
10J. A. Schumpeter, The theory of economic development,  Harvard University Press, 1959, p.66.
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